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In His Image and Into His Likeness: 
 












And we all, with unveiled face, 
beholding the glory of the Lord, 
are being transformed into the same image 
from one degree of glory to another. 
For this comes from the Lord who is the Spirit. 
 




C.S. Lewis’s standalone title Till We Have Faces: A Myth Retold transforms the Greek 
mythos “Cupid and Psyche” into a novel about human nature being deified. In TWHF, Lewis 
presents an arc from pagan dualism through rationalism and finally to our relational God who 
makes us holy like Him. Lewis studies have suffered from the lack scholarship applying St. 
Thomas Aquinas’s christened Aristotelianism which would illuminate the metaphysical 
foundations that Lewis founds his words and builds his worlds upon. In Aristotle metaphysical 
biology he proposed that the human soul is neither an altogether separable spirit divorced from 
the bodily flesh, nor is the soul the mere physical matter itself. The soul is rather the form of a 
natural living body as well as its first actuality and substantive intellect. St. Thomas Aquinas 
undertakes Aristotle’s buried ideas and consecrates in the resurrection of human nature in Christ. 
Human nature in full body-soul union has been crucified and resurrected in Christ; therefore, 
human nature has the final telos of becoming that which God is by partaking in the fullness of 
God’s Triune life and love. St. Thomas’s hylomorphism and Christian theosis are the twin tenets 
underpin TWHF. Through these themes, Lewis contends that human nature is a unified body- 
soul that is destined to become the fullness of the divine nature. Hylomorphism and theosis 
constitute the tradition of theological anthropology that Lewis received and handed on. The 
form, matter, and intention of Lewis’s ‘myth retold’ is wound around these principles: the 
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We have been living for a year with masks over our faces, veiling the bodily expression 
of our personalities. These limitations and restrictions have dehumanized the social sphere. We 
have lost sight of one another’s faces. We have missed seeing the form of other human beings. 
What if our whole lives were being lived out in such masks or veils? What if we have always 
lived in such a limited reality because we do not yet see clearly the fullness of the human nature, 
body and soul? We have not yet been fully unveiled, and we do not see clearly into what is to 
come. A world yet to be unveiled is a world ripe for the imagination. C.S. Lewis creates such a 
world that exists before the full revelation of God, before the fullness of time. Pilgrimaging back 
to pagan days before Christ, he takes us to Glome, a kingdom so old that it is even pre-classical. 
It is in such a world that rumors of the divine nature of the goddess Psyche are spreading. It is 
here that she was sacrificed for the good of her people as “The Accursed.” 
In 1956 C.S. Lewis wrote what he considered his best novel, Till We Have Faces: A Myth 
Retold.1 It was a story that he wrestled with since his teenage years. It deals with the problem of 
pain, divine revelation, and transformation from ugliness and envy to beauty and charity. Two 
sisters respond to the divine call to becoming holy as goddesses, though in distinct ways. One is 
the image of natural human perfection, joy, obedience, and loveliness. The other is the 
representative of human fallenness, sin, obsession, anxiety, and suffering. After travails apart, 
they come together again in beatitude. Here they see God as he is and become like Him. 
Lewis scholarship has focused on TWHF as allegory, historical, or psychological novel. 
Some have seen Lewis’s conversion story in Surprised by Joy mirrored in TWHF. Some scholars 




1 Clyde Kilby, “Till We Have Faces: An Interpretation,” The Longing for a Form, (USA: Kent State 
University Press, 1977), 171. Hereafter, Till We Have Faces will be TWHF. 
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Hellenists prepared to receive Christ.2 Some others have seen it as a psychological study of the 
main character Orual. Lewis scholarship has focused more on the Platonic and Augustinian 
elements of his writings and less on Aristotle and Aquinas. Through the latter figures, Lewis 
scholarship would benefit from understanding these bases of Lewis’s thought which inform both 
his rational and imaginative works. In TWHF in particular, Aristotle’s idea about the unity of 
man as body and soul and the Christian tradition of theosis or deification. These twin tenets 
underpin the story in a unified manner: that human nature is a body-soul composite which is 
assumed into the fullness of the divine nature. 
 
 
Spiritualist & Physicalist Ideas of the Soul-Body Relationship 
 
In antiquity, the Greeks wrestled with how to define the metaphysical makeup of the 
human being just as much as us moderns. The Greeks’ particular tradition grew to assume that 
there is something categorically different about the human person from the other bodily creatures 
walking on earth. This difference was understood under the name, ψυχή, transliterated psuche or 
psyche.3 Psyche, or the human soul, is exceptional among creatures by virtue of being marked by 
that which differentiates human beings from other beings, namely rationality.4 But the question 






2 Myers, Doris, Bareface: A Guide to C.S. Lewis’s Last Novel, (Columbia: University of Missouri Press, 
2004), Preface. 
3 Aristotle, De Anima, Translated by W.S. Hett, (London: Harvard University Press,1964), II.4, 415b. “The 
soul is the cause and first principle of the living body.” 
4 Aristotle, De Anima, III.9, 432a. “The soul in living creatures is distinguished by two functions, the 
judging capacity which is a function of the intellect and of sensation combined, and the capacity for exciting 
movement in space.” Aristotle records the previous theories of earlier philosophers in Book I where what is 
essentially agreed upon is that the soul makes intellection and locomotion possible. Rationality is that which makes 
mankind different from other animals which have merely sensitive souls, and plants which have mere vegetative 
souls. 
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mere essence that enables the human machine to work? Is it the mere constitution of the living 
body? 
Some Greeks philosophized about the psyche under the simple auspices of their received 
tradition which focused on the spiritual definition of the soul. Since Homer, the tradition said 
that the psyche was that spiritual element that caused action and motion in the human being.5 So 
this was precisely what the soul must be—that which moves or causes the human being to act or 
be. But that does not define what it is, only what it does or affects. The psyche was also that 
which bridged the gap between the animal and the godly.6 Though it was much harder for the 
human to ascend to where the gods were in the heavens, some philosophized that it could be 
done through a regimen of asceticism or a certain mystical cult that would give “new insight.”7 
In this way, some mystical Greeks thought that the psyche was that spiritual aspect of humanity, 
the god within that therefore could transcend and surpass the body, the physical or fleshly 
clothing of the human being. 
In continuance of this spiritual soul tradition, Pythagoras and Plato distinguished between 
the bodily base appetites and the rational-spiritual soul’s desire for the Good and Truth in the 
Eternal Forms. This spiritual tradition of the Pythagorean-Platonic stream conformed to and 
informed what most traditional Greeks assumed of the soul. But in other ways Plato especially 
transformed the issue of the soul-body into a pilgrimage for purification into the spiritual realm.8 
The soul was that spiritual element of the human personality that could finally depart at death 
 
5 R.G. Edmonds, “A Lively Afterlife and Beyond: The Soul in Plato, Homer, and the Orphica,” Études 
Platoniciennes 11: Platon et ses prédécesseurs – Psukhê, (2014), 1. 
6 Aristotle, Politics, Translated by C.D.C. Reeve, (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing, 1998), 1253a29. This 
is where Aristotle says that humans without community are beast or god because of their nature. This comes from 
his education with Plato and can be seen in Republic IX, 580d. 
7Anna C. Ohman, “The Development of the Doctrine of the Soul Among the Greeks,” (MA Thesis, State 
University of Iowa, 1915), 42. 
8 Plato, Alcibiades, Translated by B. Jowett, (Project Gutenberg EBook, 2013), 129b-130c. In this dialogue, 
man is defined as the soul in direct opposition to the soul-body composite. 
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because it would be sundered and freed from bondage to the body. The body was just the 
instrument of the soul that uses it or wears it like clothing.9 The traditional Greek belief was that 
the soul would escape at death as the shade or spirit from the body that would be given unto 
particular judgement in Hades.10 In contrast, Plato and Pythagoras emphasized the possible 
divine ascent of man to see the cosmos and be reincarnated, also known as transmigration of the 
soul.11 
Counter to these spiritualist Greeks, Pre-Socratic philosophers wrote of the soul like 
modern materialists. These natural philosophers made out that the soul, in being the life-principle 
or actuator of the human person, must be composed of physical substance because all things are 
physical substances.12 The soul should be a certain element like water, fire, air, or a combination 
of those with earth.13 That was because the whole universe ran on a single ruling principle or 
arche that was simultaneously sustaining the whole and the individual person.14 The Pre-Socratic 
articulated plural naturalisms which refuted the idea that the soul could be an immaterial reality 
bestowed unto it by the divine nature or God.15 Their understandings of the soul counterposed 
the rest of the Greek tradition which understood the existence of human beings as souls 
inhabiting bodies to be the fundamental reality of anthropology. 
 
 
9 Plato, Alcibiades, 129b-130b. This also appears in Timaeus 73b-74a. 
10 Edmonds, 5. 
11 Plato, Republic, Translated by B. Jowett, (New York: Anchor Books), 1973.10.614–10.621. This is 
Plato’s famous “Myth of Er.” 
12 Aristotle, De Anima, 403b11-405a. Critiquing his forbears, he says that they as physical or natural 
philosophers are principally concerned with matter and not incorporeality. “The natural philosopher’s concern is 
with all the functions and affections of a given body, i.e., of matter in a given state.” Aristotle names Democritus, 
Anaxagoras, and Thales among these. 
13 Aristotle, De Anima, 407b28-32. “It is said that the soul is a harmony…a blend or composition of 
contraries, and the body is composed of contraries.” Aristotle opposes this theory of Empedocles. 
14 Aristotle, De Anima, 405b18-20. 
15 Aristotle, De Anima, 405b12-31. Those who define it as a first principle use a material explanation of 
what the first principle or arche of the cosmos as well. Even if they think the soul by the attributes of “movement, 
sensation, and incorporeality” say that the soul is “one element, such as fire or air.” They, except Anaxagoras, try to 
define the soul by physical explanations. 
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Like in the days of the Greeks, there have been many modernists who have opted for an 
entirely spiritual essence of the soul that defines the human person as separate alongside their 
body.16 There are others who are inspired by material scientism to proclaim that there is nothing 
but the body and the emergent phenomena from the particular organization of matter therein. 
This constitution or construction of matter is simply that which makes the psychological 
experiences dubbed ‘the mind.’17 There are thus similar parties of spiritualists and physicalists 
today, as there were for the Greeks. 
Christian faith cannot accept the metaphysical anthropologies of spiritualists or 
physicalists because they care not for the whole substantive being of human nature. For the 
spiritualist, the immaterial element of mind and/or sense is the only thing that is of import and 
the goal is escape from existence on earth and in the body. For physicalists, the material is the 
only reality of nature and there is no such eternal spiritual existence. The faith must search for 
the reason to support that all human nature and through it all of nature has been created and 
sustained by God and is destined for redemptive purification.18 In order to resolve this issue of 
the sundering of human nature into two natures or reducing it to physics alone, one must turn to 





16 Descartes, Rene, Meditations on First Philosophy, Translated by Donald A. Cress. (Indianapolis: Hackett 
Publishing, 1993), Originally published 1641, Meditation Six, 81. Descartes calls the self or ‘I’ the mind and the 
body the thing that his ‘I’ inhabits. ‘I’ is not the soul and body together, though they are considered to be unified by 
commingling “so much so that I and the body constitute one single thing” It is interesting that he links the body and 
soul together by this definition of “constitute one single thing” but the manner by which this union exists in 
precisely not Aristotelian or Thomistic. That is to say, the union of the single thing is not hylomorphic in that the 
soul is the form of the natural living body as well as its substantive intellect and first actuality. In Descartes’ terms, 
the total self ‘I’ is the soul that inhabits the body through commingling and a constitution of combination, not of 
hylomorphism. This would make out the body and soul to be two different substances that combine together rather 
than the single composition of matter and its substantive form, as in Aristotle’s De Anima and Aquinas’ Treatise on 
Man. 
17 Edward Feser, Aquinas, (London: Oneworld Publications, 2009), 131-132. 
18 St. Paul in Romans 8 provides a clear picture of this glorification of creation into new creation in Christ. 
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Aristotle’s Hylomorphism Aids in Understanding the Union of Body and Soul 
 
Hylomorphism names Aristotle’s metaphysical anthropology where human nature is 
body and soul by hylomorphic union. Hyle, meaning matter, and morphe, meaning form, 
combine in his theory of unitive substantiality of being.19 The body is in the category of matter, 
and the soul is in the category of form. The matter is what is acted upon, moved, or shaped. The 
form is that “in virtue of which individuality is directly attributed.”20 For example, statues have 
matter and form like the body and soul. Bronze is the matter. Bronze is the stuff of which the 
statue is realized or actualized. The statue’s shape is the form which was completed by molding 
the bronze into the figure it was intended to be. For the human being, body is like the bronze, 
soul is the statue. Through hylomorphism, Aristotle presented the union of human nature where 
the human body is as matter and the human soul its substantive form and actuality.21 
The human being is a composite where neither body nor soul stand alone. Aristotle 
believes that all living things are bodies and souls.22 It is not only that humans have souls but the 
kind of souls that distinguishes them from the rest of nature. All living things are animated. They 
are not a body with a soul, nor are they a soul with a body. The soul does not exist apart from the 








19 Aristotle, De Anima, 412a1-412b9. “Matter is potentiality, while form is realization or actuality, and the 
word actuality is used in two senses, illustrated by the possession of knowledge and the exercise of it.” 
20 Aristotle, De Anima, 412a7-8. 
21 Aristotle, De Anima, 412a20. “So the soul must be substance in the sense of being the form of a natural 
body, which potentially has life. And substance in this sense is actuality. The soul, then, is the actuality of the kind 
of body we have described.” 
22 Aristotle, De Anima, 412a28-412b6. “The soul may therefore be defined as the first actuality of a natural 
body potentially possessing life; and such will be any body which possesses organs. (The parts of plants are organs 
too, though very simple ones…If then one is to find a definition which will apply to every soul, it will be “the first 
actuality of a natural body possessed of organs.” 
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unities of body and soul analogous to objects.23 If all beings have souls, this asks the question 
what differentiates these souls? Aristotle answers that souls are differentiated in a hierarchy. 24 
What makes a soul is having life in an organic body. Minerals and artefacts do not have souls. 
Plant souls live only with vegetative powers. Animal souls have these vegetative powers and 
sensitive ones as well. Human souls have both of these as well as rationality that rules over and 
subsumes the rest. Built upon all of the other kinds of soul, the rational or intellectual soul is the 
highest kind of animal being and that which is capable of attaining to the higher things of life 
such as virtue and happiness. Therefore, the rational soul is the form of the human being, the 
entelechy of the body which pursues the entelechy of virtue in the person. 
 
 
Saint Thomas Aquinas’s Understanding of Hylomorphism 
 
St. Thomas Aquinas reasoned that Aristotle was right about the hylomorphism of human 
nature. He was motivated to defend the purpose of matter and the body because Christ became 
incarnate and was resurrected in the body. Christians are promised the glory of the same 
resurrection bodies. These doctrines of incarnation and resurrection were at odds with the 
accepted Neo-Platonic Christian system where souls basically inhabited bodies and were not 
formally related. Aquinas brought Aristotle to the table together with this tradition to present that 
spiritual substantiality did not necessarily conflict with hylomorphism. Twentieth century Neo- 
Thomist Anton Pegis argues that Aquinas wrote the treatise De Spiritualibus Creaturis to 
 
 
23 Aristotle, De Anima, 412a5-10 and 412b5-9. There are three things “matter, which in itself is not an 
individual thing, shape or form, in virtue of which individuality is directly attributed and the compound of the two.” 
“So one need no more ask whether the body and soul are one than whether the wax and the impression it receives 
are one, or in general whether the matter of each thing is the same as that of which it is the matter; for admitting that 
the terms unity and being are used in many senses, the paramount sense is that of actuality.” 
24 Aristotle, De Anima, 414a29-414b19 and 432a26-432b8. Here the hierarchy of plant, animal, human 
souls is described. Particularly important is “man, and any other being similar or superior to him—have the power of 
thinking and intelligence.” 
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address this “issue at stake, whether we can say at one and the same time that the human soul is a 
spiritual substance in its own right, having therefore its own existence” while also being “the 
substantial form of the human.”25 Aquinas wrestled with the accepted Christian anthropology 
that was largely built on spiritualists like Plato through the first millennium and the new texts of 
Aristotle and his rational hylomorphism which became available in his age.26 
Accordingly, Aquinas did not accept Aristotle wholesale. He accepted Aristotle more 
originally than other scholars while at the same time disputing with him where he disagreed with 
the revelation of Christianity. Aquinas defended the language of the spirituality of the human 
soul alongside the formal hylomorphic definition. In regards to accepting Aristotle’s philosophy, 
Pegis argues that: 
St. Thomas is distinguished from other students of Aristotle because he accepted, 
whereas they rejected, the full meaning and consequences of saying that the intellectual 
soul is in its very essence the form of matter, constituting with it one substance called 
man. And this is an entirely noteworthy distinction.27 
 
Pegis argues that on this point there is “no fundamental disagreement among the students of St. 
Thomas.”28 For a Thomist, the human soul is exactly both the intellectual substance and 
substantial form of the human body.29 The human being is not a soul which uses the human body 







25 Anton C. Pegis., At the Origins of the Thomistic Notion of Man, (New York: Macmillan, 1963), 6. 
26 Pegis, At the Origins of the Thomistic Notion of Man, 3-10. Pegis chronicles Aquinas’ reception of the 
tradition from Augustinians and argues that St. Thomas fashions a marriage of this tradition with Aristotelianism. 
Other Neo-Thomists like Alasdair MacIntyre make the same claim (After Virtue, Three Rival Versions). 
27 Pegis, At the Origins of the Thomistic Notion of Man, 6. 
28 Pegis, At the Origins of the Thomistic Notion of Man, 3. 
29 Aquinas, Summa Theolgiae, I.75.5. “The intellectual soul itself is an absolute form.” It is beneficial to 
remember the other definition of what a form is: actuality of some potential. This reminds that actuality is a moving, 
arcing thing and not inert and stagnant. Thanks to Dr. Singleton for pointing out the examples of the shot-putter’s 
throw, the pole-vaulter’s leap, and other fine examples that keep actuality or act in mind. 
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part.30 The soul is united to the body as form, just as Aristotle argued,31 though it remains 
incorruptible and immortal by virtue of its rationality, a point that was not certain in De Anima.32 
Aquinas wrote at a time when Aristotle was already the popular philosopher to 
incorporate or attack. In the thirteenth century Aristotle’s psychology brought “a new dimension 
into Christian thought on the nature and constitution of man” as well as upon the Augustinian 
tradition.33 So the Christian doctors of the high middle ages were already wrestling with 
Aristotle’s definition of human nature. What Aquinas did that distinguishes him is that he 
directed all of Aristotle’s reason towards defending the Christian doctrines on human and divine 
nature. Plato’s doctrine of man being a soul using a body that infiltrated Christendom would not 
stand. Thomism began to account for Christian Platonism in a new language that transformed it 







30 Aquinas, ST, I.75.4. 
31 Aquinas, ST, I.76.1. In his Sed contra, “According to the Philosopher, Metaph. Viii (Did. Vii 2), 
difference is derived from the form. But the difference which constitutes man is “rational,” which is applied to man 
on account of his intellectual principle. Therefore the intellectual principle is the form of man.” And in his answer, 
“We must assert that the intellect which is the principle of intellectual operation is the form of the human body. For 
that whereby primarily anything acts is a form of the thing to which the act is to be attributed.” 
32 Aquinas, ST, I.75.6. “The intellectual principle which we call the human soul is incorruptible.” Aristotle 
fiddles with this in Book III of De Anima but does not seem to conclude the same. 
33 Pegis, At the Origins of the Thomistic Notion of Man, 10. With more detail Pegis argues that there was a 
“further transition from the religious psychology of the early Middle Ages, dominated by a moral and spiritual 
interest in the study of man, to a psychology that must be properly called theoretical and speculative, dominated by 
the metaphysical framework and principles of Aristotle” (8). Pegis argues that the former 12th century monks and 
backwards “did not appreciate the Aristotelian notion of a composite substance” because they were innocent of the 
language to describe it (14). Though they were ignorant, “the monks of the twelfth century cannot be accused of 
violating the integrity of the human composite. Their aim was rather to magnify the soul and to suggest how, if man 
remembered his spiritual dignity, he could learn to hold the substance of this whole life fixed within the divine 
image that linked him to eternity.” It wasn’t that they didn’t consider man a unity, but that they “did not know how 
to say with Aristotle that man was one being, or that he was one in his existence, his nature, his powers, and their 
order. But they knew in detail how to unify man’s being in the liberating love of God and to realize that being in its 
fullness by teaching it to become all mind, a total memory to God. They knew in other words, the moral and 
religious unification of the human person, his historical growth as a person living in time until, with the passing of 
time, he learned to concentrate the I of his turbulent reality in the single-minded love of God.” 
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Aquinas’s teachings on the body and soul were somewhat like Aristotle’s hylomorphism, 
but they were raised to new life through the Holy Spirit’s influence. Pegis writes that while some 
have feared that Aquinas toes the line between pagan philosophy and Christian spirituality, he in 
fact works the opposite. In Aquinas, 
the existence of the human soul as form of the body, far from being engulfed by the body, 
rather raises matter to a spiritual existence and a spiritual life; as a result, within the 
soul’s spiritual existence, there is constituted the most paradoxical of all creatures, man 
himself, a composite of spirit and matter living wholly and uniquely with a spiritual 
existence.34 
 
Aquinas did not merely rehash Aristotle in Latin. He baptized and christened his ideas because 
they were reasonable defenses of universal Christian doctrines. Hylomorphism was explained 
through the assumption of human nature by divine nature. St. Thomas’s hylomorphism 
organically led into theosis. He taught that the goal of all existence was “full participation in 
divinity which is mankind’s true beatitude and the destiny of human life.”35 
 
 
Theosis as the fundamental hinge of Christian theology 
 
Theosis can best be understood through St. Athanasius’ aphorism, “God became man so 
that men might become gods.”36 To begin to understand this wild claim, one must know at first 
the infinite ontological gulf between man and God that makes up classical theism. Then, one 
must understand that Christ bridges that gulf by way of his Incarnation, the first part of the 
argument that “God became man.” Finally, one must justify that “man might become gods” in 
Christ by means of the Holy Spirit to the glory of the Father. In Him humans shall be able to 
 
34 Pegis, At the Origins of the Thomistic Notion of Man, 5. 
35 St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, Translated by the Fathers of the English Dominican Province, 
(Second and Revised Edition, 1920), 3.1.2. 
36 St. Athanasius, On the Incarnation of the Word God, (New York: Centenary Press, 1944), 54.3. Lewis 
mirrors Athanasius in Mere Christianity, 178: “The Son of God became a man to enable men to become sons of 
God.” 
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traverse humanity to divinity without loss of the fullness of human nature. This end is the hardest 
part of the argument, but it deserves proper consideration. For in arguing and imagining 
theosis—that the destiny of mankind is to be adopted children of God in Christ, becoming that 
which God is—C.S. Lewis sought to re-present the perennial or ‘mere’ Christian faith.37 By 
being in very nature divine and becoming in very nature human, Christ offers the bestowal of his 
divine nature unto human nature in return. And this is his divine economy. 
This radical claim was anticipated by other religions and myths (as Lewis was wont to 
say), but theosis was not understood in its fullness until it was enacted by the same Christ who 
created the world.38 Theosis answers the question of how human nature is saved by God. It 
names the wholeness of the divine nature saving human nature by pouring itself out and putting 
humanity on. If human nature is saved at all, it is only saved in Christ and his new humanity. In 







37 This is most clearly articulated in Lewis’s “Preface” to Mere Christianity, but it is also apparent in 
Lewis’s “Introduction” to On the Incarnation by St. Athanasius. In the first, he advises that his book, developed 
from the “Broadcast Talks,” will not consider matters of doctrine that divide the Church, but simply what has united 
all Christians. In the second, Lewis gives credence to the early Church fathers of what is sometimes called the Great 
Church. It is this early period of which St. Athanasius was a humble leader in orthodoxy against heresies. Lewis also 
advises Christians to read these works of the Great Church and perennial saints for their wealth of wisdom and truth. 
38 Lewis, C.S., Surprised by Joy, 287-289. When his eyes are opening to Christ, C.S. Lewis reflected on his 
youth of co-operating paganism and atheist materialism: “Paganism had been only the childhood of religion, or only 
a prophetic dream. Where was the thing full grown? Or where was the awakening…If ever a myth had become fact, 
had been incarnated, it would be just like this. And nothing else in all literature was just like this. Myths were like it 
in one way…Here and here only in all time the myth must have become fact; the Word, flesh; God, Man. This is not 
‘a religion’, nor ‘a philosophy’. It is the summing up and actuality of them all.” This may be the exact reason why 
Lewis was so intrigued by the myth of “Cupid and Psyche,” so much so that it consumed his mind throughout his 
whole life as seen in his Letters. The Cupid and Psyche mythos ends with the bestowal of the divine nature from 
Zeus unto Psyche, who is the beloved of Eros, the god of romantic love. Lewis wanted to know how the myth really 
could become fact, especially when it seemed like the palaces of the gods were invisible to human eyes. He sees it 
becoming fact in Christ who took on human nature and thus bestows divine nature back onto his human brothers and 
sisters. When Love comes to the Soul, it is radically transfigured into the image of Love. 
39 Rom. 8:14-16. The reason that Paul uses the word sons is that Christ was the son of God, and that 
through him we are adopted sons and daughters. The use of the word sons is in order to preserve the unity of son- 
ship with Christ. All Scriptures are NASB unless otherwise indicated. 
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divine nature.40 In John’s we are to be the children of God made perfect in charity who is God, 
becoming his divine image. For though, “it hath not yet appeared what we shall be,” nevertheless 
“We know that when he shall appear, we shall be like to him: because we shall see him as he 
is.”41 
Theosis was a ubiquitous teaching of the Church Fathers. St. Irenaeus of Lyon created the 
basis of the argument: ‘If the Word has been made man, it is so that men may be made gods.’ St. 
Irenaeus identifies Christians as those who are “following the only true and steadfast Teacher, 
the Word of God, our Lord Jesus Christ, who did, through His transcendent love, become what 
we are, that He might bring us to be even what He is Himself.”42 The principal of salvation is the 
exchange of natures. God’s divine economy involves Christ being the hypostatic union of divine 
nature to human nature so that likewise humanity might have that similar marriage of heaven and 
earth in their very ensouled bodies. Irenaeus goes on to say, 
For this is why the Word became man, and the Son of God became the Son of man: so 
that man, by entering into communion with the Word and thus receiving divine sonship, 
might become a son of God. For by no other means could we have attained to 
incorruptibility and immortality, unless we had been united to incorruptibility and 
immortality. But how could we be joined to incorruptibility and immortality, unless, first, 
incorruptibility and immortality had become that which we also are, so that the 
corruptible might be swallowed up by incorruptibility, and the mortal by immortality, that 







40 2 Peter 1:3-4. “For His divine power has granted to us everything pertaining to life and godliness, 
through the true knowledge of Him who called us by His own glory and excellence. Through these He has granted to 
us His precious and magnificent promises, so that by them you may become partakers of the divine nature, having 
escaped the corruption that is in the world on account of lust.” 
41 1 John 3:1-2: “See how great a love the Father has given us, that we would be called children of God; 
and in fact we are. For this reason the world does not know us: because it did not know Him. Beloved, now we are 
children of God, and it has not appeared as yet what we will be. We know that when He appears, we will be like 
Him, because we will see Him just as He is.” 
42 St. Irenaeus of Lyon, Against Heresies, V, Preface. 
43 St. Irenaeus of Lyon, Against Heresies, 3.19.1. St. Irenaeus’s words reflect Paul’s in Romans 8 and 1 
Cor. 15 on the resurrection of the body. Paul generally uses the filial adoption as sons of God to represent theosis. 
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St. Irenaeus did not create or fashion the doctrine of theosis. Rather, he clarified the language of 
the Apostles into a simple unity that expresses all that God does for us in Christ. 
Following St. Irenaeus, St. Athanasius argues that “He was made man that we might be 
made God.”44 St. Basil argues that theosis is how humanity is not just “being made like to God” 
but “highest of all, the being made God.”45 St. Maximus the Confessor in the 7th century says 
“The saints become that which can never belong to the power of nature alone, since nature 
possesses no faculty capable of perceiving what surpasses it.”46 Many of the Church Fathers 
qualify theosis in this way by saying that we do not breach the ontological difference between 
our Creator and being part of creation. We are sons not by nature but by grace.47 One way to 
remember this is to remember what it is to be a human being, body and soul. We do not lose 
creature-ness when clothed with divinity, but we keep it. We will be full participants and 
partakers but by reception of his divine grace. 
St. Irenaeus may have been the first to articulate theosis. But he is followed by a line of 
Apostles, Church Fathers, and Doctors of the Church to this day in arguing that whoever is in 
Christ is a new creation called to inherit of the fullness of humanity with the fullness of divinity. 
While there is a temporary being-with-God in heaven, the resurrection of Christ and the 





44 St. Athanasius, On the Incarnation of the Word God, 54.3. 
45 Saint Basil the Great, “On the Spirit,” in Philip Schaff and Henry Wace, eds., A Select Library of Nicene 
and Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church, 2nd series (1994), 8:16. 
46 Maximus the Confessor as quoted by John Meyendorff, St. Gregory Palamas and Orthodox 
Spirituality (St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press: 1974), 39. 
47 Aquinas, ST, 2.1.112. In following the example of the Church Fathers, Aquinas clarifies the necessity of 
receiving the Divine Nature as grace. “Nothing can act beyond its species, since the cause must always be more 
powerful than its effect. Now the gift of grace surpasses every capability of created nature, since it is nothing short 
of a partaking of the Divine Nature, which exceeds every other nature. And thus it is impossible that any creature 
should cause grace. For it is as necessary that God alone should deify, bestowing a partaking of the Divine Nature 
by a participated likeness, as it is impossible that anything save fire should enkindle.” 
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body and soul in right relationship of human nature. Therefore, humankind’s journey is to 
become gods because God has become man. Theosis is the telos for human nature in God. 
 
 
Hylomorphism and Theosis in Till We Have Faces as the Critique of the Warring Ideologies 
of Pagan Spiritualism and Naturalism 
 
It will now be my task to show that hylomorphism and theosis are the metaphysical heart 
of Lewis’s Till We Have Faces. The novel’s setting in pagan antiquity creates a world and 
characters that are ripe for God’s revelation. Lewis writes the story as a sort of mythological 
primers for Christ’s entry into the world.48 Lewis focuses on the molding of human nature into 
persons ready for deification. He emphasizes the realization or actualization of humanity from an 
earthen and shapeless kingdom, religion, and people into a rational-intellectual kingdom ready 
for the personal experience of the divine nature. Finally, the theosis of human nature in Orual 
and Psyche is actualized and formed in the heart and form of the novel. 
 
 
Hylomorphism and Theosis in the Three Kingdoms 
 
Lewis creates three kingdoms in the narrative of TWHF in which the characters dwell in. 
The first is the original pagan supernatural kingdom which is ruled by King Trom. Trom is the 
Father of Orual and sovereign of pagan spiritualist Glome. In this kingdom there is a sharp 
divide between the spiritual and the physical realms, though they are intimately connected 
through the cult of Ungit. Trom’s petty kingdom rules over all his people in a distant corner of 





48 Lewis, C.S., Till We Have Faces: A Myth Retold, 305. “Only this I know. This age of ours will one day 
be the distant past. And the Divine Nature can change the past. Nothing is yet in its true form.” 
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forces impinge on every aspect of their society. The dichotomy between her spiritual domain and 
Trom’s physical sovereignty is blurred and passed over by the Priest of Ungit. 
Glome becomes Hellenized under the influence of the Fox and Orual. The Fox teaches 
them a mix of philosophy that is materialist and naturalistic. Glome transforms under his 
teachings to a rule by the mind of Orual, the Queen who reforms the labor, trade, and agricultural 
systems as well as makes peace, justice, and educates her people. Queen Orual’s and the Fox’s 
influence also changes the religion of Glome. With Orual as Queen, the Ungit religion becomes 
more naturalistic, though they still are undoubtedly pagan. This represents a shift in thought 
where older barbarian towns and cities become more “civilized” or rational and doubtful about 
their older ways of life, especially religious practices. The second priest, Arnom, styles himself 
the “priest of Aphrodite,” no longer of Ungit.49 TWHF is intended to explain how the classical 
world and the people of Glome are transitioning out of their older Ungit ways to more of a 
rational symbolic religion of early humanism. Glome under Orual becomes more actualized or 
realized in soul because they become more intellectual and rational, but the progressive thinkers 
begin to lose sight of the fundamental truths known through the older ways of supernaturalist 
paganism. 
The third kingdom is the realm of the gods where Psyche also comes to dwell, the lands 
by the Grey Mountain. This kingdom is ruled by the divine beings who will those that enter it to 
become like them, partaking of the divine nature. The realm of the gods is one where the 
beauties of nature and supernature meet in a sacramental union. The being of Psyche is 
transformed into one capable of dwelling with the divine without losing her organic nature. This 
realm or kingdom is the least seen, as the reader participates in the story alongside Orual. She 
 
 
49 TWHF, 308. 
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only sees a glimpse of the kingdom of the gods across the river with Psyche, and then she is 
transported up into it in her final revelations or visions. 
 
 
Hylomorphism and Theosis in the Religions and Idols 
 
Glome is a typical barbarian people with a standard religion similar to those of the 
Ancient Near East. The cult worships a fertility goddess and develops sacrifices, rituals, and 
cycles of liturgy to cope with the truths found in Nature. The goddess Ungit is much like Ishtar, 
the Babylonian Aphrodite, as the Fox notes.50 The old priest sacrifices regularly to the goddess 
and once in a while offers up a special human sacrifice to Ungit or Ungit’s son, the god of the 
Grey Mountain. The original telling of “Cupid and Psyche” also has ties to a nature goddess. It 
ends with the author, Apuleius, ascending in the rite of Isis, the Egyptian fertility goddess who 
had a cult that spread all throughout the Roman Empire.51 Apuleius was influenced by 
Neoplatonic thought about the soul that influenced his telling of the myth. It is within this 
framework of Neo-Platonism and a Nature-Mother cult that TWHF is written. 
The religion of the people of Glome is characteristic of pagan antiquity, particularly the 
fertility cult of Ungit. The people prostitute themselves to Ungit as goddess of Nature and human 
nature. Orual describes Glome’s native cult to Ungit as thus: 
She had not, like most sacred stones, fallen from the sky. The story was that at the very 
beginning she had pushed her way up out of the earth—a foretaste of, or an ambassador 
from, whatever things may live and work down there one below the other all the way 
down under the dark and weight and heat. I have said she had no face; but that meant she 




50 TWHF, 8. ‘“Yes, she is undoubtedly Aphrodite, though more like the Babylonian than the Greek.” 
51 TWHF, 311. “The story of Cupid and Psyche first occurs in one of the few surviving Latin novels, the 
Metamorphoses (sometimes called The Golden Ass) of Lucius Apuleius Platonicus, who was born about 125 A.D.” 
Metamorphoses is a series of stories set in the frame narrative of the narrator undergoing a journey. In the end he 
meets Isis and is transported into the divine light. 
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gaze into a fire, you could always see some face or other…A face such as you might see 
in a loaf, swollen, brooding, infinitely female.52 
 
When Queen Orual asks Arnom, who Ungit is, he replies out of the mask that ‘“she 
signifies the earth, which is the womb and mother of all living things,”’ which Orual records as 
“the new way of talking about the gods which Arnom, and others, had learned from the Fox.”53 
The old Ungit idol now has to contend with the form of woman which had been constructed next 
to it.54 It represents the idea of rationalism and humanism that had emerged out of the 
Hellenization of Glome through the teachings of the Fox, the priesthood of Arnom, and the 
queendom of Orual. In conversation with the Queen, Arnom also rationalizes that the god of the 
Mountain is “the air and the sky,” and all these myths are wound “up in so strange a fashion” in 
order to “hide it from the vulgar.”55 Orual is not content with this answer, but she yields to it out 
of resentment of the gods. The rationalizations and demythologized ideas about the gods and 
human nature do not accord with her experience with Psyche and the god of the Mountain, which 
she attempts to work and sleep away. Orual continues to doubt the efficacy of the Greek 
rationalism especially when she sees regular folks worshipping the older statue. When she 
engages in dialogue with a commoner who sacrificed to the older Ungit stone, Orual concludes 
that the older, darker, bloodier ways of the religion of Ungit are preferred by the vulgar.56 
 
 
52 TWHF, 270. 
53 TWHF, 270-1. 
54 TWHF, 269. “the new woman-shaped image” that Arnom, Fox, and Queen establish on p. 234. 
55 TWHF, 271. ‘I said to myself, “It’s very strange that our fathers should first think it worth telling us that 
rain falls out of the sky, and then, for fear such a notable secret should get out (why not hold their tongues?) wrap it 
up in a filthy tale so that no one could understand the telling.”’ 
56 TWHF, 272. ‘“Do you always pray to that Ungit,” said I (nodding toward the shapeless stone), “and not 
to that?” Here I nodded towards our new image, standing tall and straight in her robes and (whatever the Fox might 
say of it) the loveliest thing our land has ever seen.” / “Oh, always this, Queen,” said she. “That other, the Greek 
Ungit, she wouldn’t understand my speech. She’s only for nobles and learned men. There’s no comfort in her.”’ 
This relays the theme that humanism alone is not enough, no matter how noble and learned and Greek it is for the 
commoners. They want, require a religion with catharsis and blood. They want an older, primal, chthonic goddess as 
well as (or instead of) the clear-watered rational one. In The Four Loves and That Hideous Strength Lewis argues 
that parts of paganism like playing “sky-Father” and “earth-Mother” prefigure truths revealed by God. 
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The Fox’s teaching reveals that he could not comprehend through his rationalism that 
human nature could be a body and soul capable of unity with the divine nature in theosis. In his 
thought, the soul was always something that ruled interiorly, not something destined for beauty. 
The body was what was to be ruled and managed, not something destined for beatification. In the 
final chapters of the book, the Fox laments Psyche’s journey of theosis. He endeavors to remind 
her of the clear-rational truth about human nature: 
What folly is this? What are you doing, wandering through a tunnel beneath the earth? 
What? You think it is the way to the Deadlands? You think the gods have sent you there? 
All lies of priests and poets, child. It is only a cave or a disused mind. There are no 
deadlands such as you dream of, and no such gods. Has all my teaching taught you no 
more than this? The god within you is the god you should obey: reason, calmness, self- 
discipline. Fie, child, do you want to be a barbarian all your days? I would have given 
you a clear, Greek, full-grown soul. But there’s still time. Come to me and I’ll lead you 
out of all this darkness; back to the grass plot behind the pear trees, where all was clear, 
hard, limited, and simple.57 
 
Even the priest of Ungit, “was learning from the Fox to talk like a philosopher about the 
gods.”58 Arnom even calls himself in his final note to the diary-novel of Orual “priest of 
Aphrodite,” rightly not priest of Ungit but of the Greek goddess.59 He calls Queen Orual of 
Glome “the most wise, just, valiant, fortunate, and merciful of all the princes known in our parts 
of the world.”60 This shift to humanism is no more clearly seen than in the change from the Ungit 
statue to Aphrodite. The Aphrodite that the people of Glome put up was Arnom and patronized 
by the Fox and the Queen. The statue represents the humanism of the new order by representing 
the new human nature in form, like her soul.61 
 
57 TWHF, 303. 
58 TWHF, 234. 
59 TWHF, 308. 
60 TWHF, 308. 
61 TWHF, 234. “The great change came when he proposed to set up an image of her—a woman-shaped 
image in the Greek fashion—in front of the old shapeless stone. I think he would like to have got rid of the stone 
altogether, but it is, in a manner, Ungit herself and the people would have gone mad if she were moved. It was a 
prodigious charge to get such an image as he wanted, for no one in Glome could make it; it had to be brought, not 
indeed from the Greeklands themselves, but from lands where men had learned of the Greeks.” 
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The change in the statue signifies the corresponding change in conception about the 
human body and the soul. The form of the statue is analogous to the form of the human body, the 
soul.62 Orual admits the reason behind her patronization is that it would be a rationalization and 
humanization of her queendom and an extension of the philosophical impulse begun by the Fox, 
particularly in regard to the human person and the goddess the people worship.63 The goddess 
Ungit who is still worshipped also changes into something more mystically real than anything 
else under the Queen’s rationalist and humanist program. She becomes an Aphrodite, more fully 
formed as a woman-shape, more intellectually substantive for the people to understand and 
glorify as human nature. 
Pagan Naturalism is the general worldview that subsumes materialism and rationalism. 
The Fox and his philosophizing represents this impulse to understand and know everything as a 
science, even the soul and body. In the beginning when the Fox is threatened with execution, he 
takes the chance to teach Orual that, “At death we are resolved into our elements.”64 Pagan 
Supernaturalism on the other hand is retained in Orual and other characters like Bardia. Their 
older way of religion and thought quarrels with the new naturalism of philosophy. Orual 
questions him back, ‘“Grandfather, do you really in your heart believe nothing of what is said 
about the gods and Those Below?”’ His Stoic response reverts into a dualism of mind-body 
where, “the body is shaking. I needn’t let it shake the god within me. Have I not already carried 
this body too long if it makes such a fool of me at the end?”65 The new rationalism cannot carry a 
belief about the afterlife as spirit with particular judgement accorded to it. 
 
62 Remember Aristotle’s example of the bronze statue representing the form and matter. 
63 TWHF, 234. “I think I felt that an image of this sort would be somewhow a defeat for the old, hungry, 
faceless Ungit whose terror had been over me in childhood. The new image, when at last it came, seemed to us 
barbarians wonderfully beautiful and lifelike, even when we brought her white and naked into her house; and when 
we had painted her and put her robes on, she was a marvel to all the lands about and pilgrims came to see her 
64 TWHF, 17-18. 
65 TWHF, 17-18. 
20  
Later the Fox gives Orual a full breadth of natural philosophy, though she finds “less 
comfort than of old in being with the Fox” and his teachings.66 The Fox’s teaching about the soul 
is wholly mechanistic and misunderstanding of the divine nature. The Fox is content to say that 
the soul is just emergent from the body and the metaphorical ‘god within.’ When Orual questions 
his lack of fear of death and the underworld, the Fox chides her for not understanding this 
teaching. Orual also carries this philosophy into her image of self, the soul and the body that 
carries it in the writing of her first part of the book. She begins it with, “My body, this lean 
carrion that still has to be washed and fed and have clothes hung about it daily with so many 
changes, they may kill as soon as they please.”67 She has become fatalistic about the destiny of 
her body which is just a corpse for the buzzards already, and she is even more about her soul. 
The thought of rationalism would not comfort the old teacher in his fear. Nor does it give Orual 
much joy in her days before the revelations. Their rationalism was not a philosophy with hope 
for the body and soul, and it was especially not one with the hope to be redeemed and assumed 
into divinity. 
When Psyche finally sees the god, West-wind himself, she emphasizes that her theosis in 
his arms is no dream. She becomes “‘Psyche, the bride of the god’” and in him and through him 
she becomes divinized.68 Her uniting to the god of romantic love is Lewis’s transposition of 
unity with the God of agape. She does not unite to him and remain in her mortal form, rather as 






66 TWHF, 183. He teaches her “the physical parts of philosophy, about the seminal fire, and how the soul 
arises from blood, and the periods of the universe; and also about plants and animals, and the positions, soils, airs, 
and governments of cities. I wanted hard things now, and to pile up knowledge.” 
67 TWHF, 1. 
68 TWHF, 113. 
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remains. She experiences an incarnational god like our Incarnational God.69 She longs to 
communicate to Orual that she was ‘“ashamed of looking like a mortal—ashamed of being a 
mortal,”’ telling Orual that ‘“the things people are most ashamed of are the things they can’t 
help.”’ This instantly reminds Orual of her bodily ugliness, of which she says nothing out of that 
same shame.70 As Psyche continues onward, she explains her assumption into the divine love, 
union with the divine nature of the West-wind, her theosis experience. Psyche, invited to enter 
the house of the god which is named her House and be the bride is overcome with the same 
shame. She was not ashamed of her bodily ugliness though, but rather for “my mortality.”71 Her 
shame turns to awe at the spirits who ask to change her through partaking in a divine meal and 
divine bathing. One clear indication that Psyche is purely in-Godded or made into a deity is that 
her face, the thematic subject of the novel, always reveals the truth. She cannot hide her inner 
soul because it is all outer. 
The cult to Nature in Glome’s Ungit and later in their philosophical rationalism is 
remarkably similar to what C.S. Lewis says in Mere Christianity about Human Nature being 
drawn up to God’s Divine Nature in theosis.72 Lewis asks whether we as human beings will 
allow ourselves fully to be birthed by mother Nature into the new creation in Christ. Here in 
 
69 TWHF, 111. ‘“Oh, it was no dream. One can’t dream things like that, because one’s never seen things 
like that. He was in human shape. But you couldn’t mistake him for a man. Oh, Sister, you’d understand if you’d 
seen. How can I make you understand? You’ve seen lepers?” / “Well, of course.” / “And you know how healthy 
people look beside a leper?” / “You mean—healthier, ruddier than ever?” / “Yes. Now we, beside the gods, are like 
lepers.” / “Do you mean this god was so red?”’ Orual clearly doesn’t understand the nature of the gods being even 
more real, full, lifelike than a human. Rather than becoming more spiritual and invisible, Psyche claims that the gods 
are the fullness of life. She foretells to Orual that “You shall see the gods for yourself, Orual. It must be so.”’ only 
the full beatific vision allows for this kind of sight. 
70 TWHF, 112 
71 TWHF, 113. 
72 Lewis, C.S. Mere Christianity, 222-223. For “Century by century God has guided nature up to the point 
of producing creatures which can (if they will) be taken right out of nature, turned into ‘gods’….Will they allow 
themselves to be taken? In a way, it is like the crisis of birth. Until we rise and follow Christ we are still parts of 
Nature, still in the womb of our great mother. Her pregnancy has been long and painful and anxious, but it has 
reached its climax. The great moment has come. Everything is ready. The Doctor has arrived. Will the birth ‘go off 
all right’? 
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TWHF, Lewis performs that organic guiding of nature into human nature through pagan 
antiquity, and then indicates the final step of theosis of these human beings from their nature and 
into God.73 But Lewis’s argument for theosis of the human nature focuses on how all of Nature 
arises in Christ.74 This sort of birth from Nature accords with the vision of organic growth of 
humanity into being capable of encounter with divinity in TWHF. Especially because here in 
TWHF, Lewis fashions a society constructed around an ancient fertility goddess like Nature. 
Ungit is signaled to all throughout TWHF. The theme carries from the opening of the narrative 
with Orual’s descriptions of Ungit’s egg/womblike temple,75 transfers to the rational view of all 
nature under the Fox’s philosophy, and finally crests in the new birthing into the divine nature 
for Psyche and Orual in the final pages.76 Ungit can be seen as the whole of Nature that humans 
must be liberated from in order to be raised in incorruptibility and immortality. 
In Mere Christianity Lewis calls theosis humanity’s “Next Step” that has “already 
appeared” in Christ “the new man…the origin and centre and life of all the new men.”77 This 
change involves transformation from “being creatures of God to being sons of God.” For 











73 TWHF, 305. “Only this I know. This age of ours will one day be the distant past. And the Divine Nature 
can change the past. Nothing is yet in its true form.” Lewis definitely wants TWHF to be a pre-myth of Christianity. 
74 Lewis, C.S. Mere Christianity, 218-221. Lewis calls theosis humanity’s “Next Step” that is really new, 
different in kind and method, and “already appeared” in Christ “the new man…the origin and centre and life of all 
the new men.” He is overwhelmingly influenced by Paul’s eschatological vision for nature and human nature, 
especially established in Romans 8 and 1 Cor. 15. 
75 TWHF, 4. 
76 TWHF, 301. “All, even Psyche, are born into the house of Ungit. And all must get free from her. Or say 
that Ungit in each must bear Ungit’s son and die in childbed—or change.” 
77 Lewis, C.S. Mere Christianity, 218-221. 
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they will) be taken right out of nature, turned into ‘gods’.”78 Lewis asks whether we as human 
beings will allow ourselves fully to be birthed by mother Nature into the new creation in Christ.79 
Here in Till We Have Faces, Lewis performs that organic guiding of nature and human 
nature in pagan antiquity, and then indicates the final step of theosis of these human beings out 
of nature and into God. Lewis’s argument for theosis of the human nature focuses on how all of 
Nature arises in Christ. He is overwhelmingly influenced by Paul’s eschatological vision for 
nature and human nature, especially established in Romans 8:14-17 and 1 Cor. 15:42-49.80 This 
sort of birth from Nature accords with the vision of organic growth of humanity into being 
capable of encounter with divinity in Till We Have Faces. Especially because here in TWHF, 
Lewis fashions a society constructed around an ancient fertility goddess like Nature. The theme 
runs from the opening of the narrative with Orual’s descriptions of Ungit’s egg/womblike 
temple,81 transfers to the rational view of all nature under the Fox’s philosophy, and finally crests 
in the new birthing into the divine nature for Psyche and Orual in the final pages. TWHF 
 
78 Lewis, C.S. Mere Christianity, 222. 
79 Lewis, C.S. Mere Christianity, 222-223. “Will they allow themselves to be taken? In a way, it is like the 
crisis of birth. Until we rise and follow Christ we are still parts of Nature, still in the womb of our great mother. Her 
pregnancy has been long and painful and anxious, but it has reached its climax. The great moment has come. 
Everything is ready. The Doctor has arrived. Will the birth ‘go off all right’? But of course it differs from an 
ordinary birth in one important respect. In an ordinary birth the baby has not much choice: here it has. I wonder what 
an ordinary baby would do if it had the choice. It might prefer to stay in the dark and warmth and safety of the 
womb. For of course it would think the womb meant safety That would be just where it was wrong; for if it stays 
there it will die.” 
80 Lewis, C.S., Letters to Malcom, (New York: Mariner Books, 2012), 122-3: Likewise in Letters to 
Malcom he meditates on Paul’s descriptions of the resurrection of the body and the new unity of body-soul in this 
divine marriage to God. “Thus in the sense-bodies of the redeemed the whole New Earth will arise. The same, yet 
not the same, as this. It was sown incorruption, it is raised in incorruption…And when it occurs (it must not be 
sought) awe comes upon us. It is like seeing nature itself rising from its grave. What was sown in momentariness is 
raised in still permanence. What was sown as a becoming, rises as being. Sown in subjectivity, it rises in objectivity. 
The transitory secret of two is now a chord in the ultimate music” And to those who say this is no true resurrection 
of the body, he argues “Matter enters our experience only by becoming sensation (when we perceive it) or 
conception (when we understand it). That is, by becoming soul. That element in the soul which it becomes will, in 
my view, be raised and glorified; the hills and the valleys of Heaven will be to those you now experience not as a 
copy is to an original, nor as a substitute is to the genuine article, but as the flower to the root, or the diamond to the 
coal. It will be eternally true that they originated with matter; let us therefore bless matter. But in entering our soul 
as alone it can enter—that is, by being perceived and known—matter has turned into soul.” 
81 TWHF, 4. 
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develops from the earthiness of the older pagan religion into one that aspires for the 
rationalization of nature and human nature to the disregard of the truths of the older religion. 
Then, TWHF transforms these notions through the revelation of divine nature that comes to 
Psyche, and then finally to Orual. 
 
 
Hylomorphism and Theosis within Orual 
 
Orual is the principal character of TWHF. She is a young girl in the beginning of the 
novel, but she narrates the story as an older woman with the cynical voice of complaint against 
the gods. Orual experiences the growth of self-understanding whereby she transforms from 
young supernaturally-minded pagan girl to a rational and just Queen and finally to realizing her 
destiny to be reunited with the same god who divinized Psyche. 
Orual’s early life is characterized by her envy and misdirected loves. One can see Orual’s 
young face when she fears the beauty of her sister Psyche. She thinks that the goddess Ungit will 
be infuriated with envy. But really, the envy she fears in the goddess is a projection of her own 
envy that characterizes her soul. She believes she is so ugly because everyone tells her she is, 
and because no man is interested in her. Her life manifests the monolithic structure of the dark 
faceless stone of Ungit that has no personality except consumptive love. She is deformed and 
shapeless inside. Ungit is her deepest reality. She becomes the goddess she worships. 
In the middle of her life, after her sorrowful end with Psyche, she tries to work the grief 
away. In order to remove her old self, she dons a veil and shuts out the world from her 
countenance. Doing so gives her fierce power because she can know what others look like 
without revealing herself. The motif of the veil becomes her way of hiding her body’s form, 
especially her face, which she believes as ugly, while manifesting her intellectual reason. She 
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applies this reason to rule her queendom and is able to promote great reforms at every level. But 
to do so, she must kill the Orual inside her, which is outwardly manifested with the veil. Her 
move to hide her form and manifest only her mind caused the death of her old self to be 
“growing more real and more irrevocable at each word. I was mostly the Queen now, but Orual 
would whisper a cold word in the Queen’s ear at times.”82 Old pagan Orual had to die so that the 
mind rational Queen could live. But her soul is not satisfied by merely knowing, understanding, 
and reforming. She still longs for Psyche, for love and to be loved. Her work becomes the 
ultimate idol in her life that continues to lead her to the pit of her own misery: 
I did and I did and I did—and what does it matter what I did? I cared for all these things 
only as a man cares for a hunt or a game, which fills the mind and seems of some 
moment, while it lasts, but then the beast’s killed or the king’s mated, and now who 
cares? It was so with me almost every evening of my life; one little stairway led me from 
feast or council, all the bustle and skill and glory of queenship, to my own chamber to be 
alone with myself—that is, with a nothingness.83 
 
Orual realizes the futility of her rationalism, even though it brings good on earth for the people 
she reigns over. Though she shares it in friendship with the Fox and the new priest Arnom, their 
new philosophy about life and the soul cannot save her. There is no supernatural end or afterlife, 
only resolution into the elements at death. 
The haunting thought that she is Ungit returns when she has a vision in the night. In it, 
Orual’s father Trom kidnaps her in and plunges her through the depths of multiple layers of earth 
from one buried Pillar Room to another. As they go, he inquisitions her, ‘“Who is Ungit?”’ until 
they reach the same mirror from long ago where he revealed her as ugly. She sees her form 
manifested on her face. “My face was the face of Ungit as I had seen it that day in her house,” 
 
82 TWHF, 205. 
83 TWHF, 236. The rational application of the mind over the state and her self lead Queen Orual to know 
more the futility of life in a way similar to Qoheleth in Ecclesiastes. She, like Lewis in his youth recorded in 
Surprised by Joy, take it a step further to the point of becoming Epicurean about the cosmos. She thinks she is 
nothing and thus becomes a nothingness. 
26  
and she is forced to confess ‘“I am Ungit.”’84 Orual so deeply implants this idea in her mind that 
she believes it to be the realization or actualization of her. It is as if Ungit is her soul: 
Without question it was true. It was I who was Ungit. That ruinous face was mine. I was 
that Batta-thing, that all-devouring womblike, yet barren, thing. Glome was a web—I the 
swollen spider, squat at its center, gorged with men’s stolen lives.85 
 
She so closely identified with Ungit now so that she defined it with, “I in her and she in me. 
Perhaps if any saw me, they would worship me. I had become what the people, and the old 
Priest, called holy.”86 Ungit becomes the truth that bears her soul down. Rationalism cannot help 
because Orual believes herself to ugly of soul as well as of body. She must be purified and 
cleansed and made like the gods. 
Awakening from this reverie, she determines herself that ‘“I will not be Ungit,”’ and 
resolves to end her life of being a consuming soul.87 She contemplates suicide, but cannot bring 
herself to take the blow. She hears the voice of the god calling out to her that held her back.88 
She is not destined to die this way because she must ‘also be Psyche’ as the god of the Mountain 
prophesies that she will be. 
She gives up the veil because it “was no longer a means to be unknown. It revealed me; 
all men knew the veiled Queen. My disguise would be to go bareface; there was hardly anyone 
who had seen me unveiled.”89 She tries to understand through reason’s voice what it meant to be 
Ungit. She asks, “Do the gods flow in and out of us as they flow in and out of each other?” and 
ends with the hard knowledge that “To say that I was Ungit meant that I was as ugly in soul as 
 
84 TWHF, 276. 
85 TWHF, 276. 
86 TWHF, 278. 
87 TWHF, 276. 
88 TWHF, 279-80. ‘“Do not do it,” said the god. “You cannot escape Ungit by going to the deadlands, for 
she is there also. Die before you die. There is no chance after.”’ As for Orual in “dark witch-shape,” she “crawled 
home” as a crone with “tapping stick.” But she had changed in hearing the voice of the god. “There was no rebel in 
me now.” 
89 TWHF, 278. 
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she; greedy, blood-gorged.”90 For that disease of soul, there was only the philosophical remedy 
of rationalism. Through the rationalist teachings about the soul, she thinks she can gain salvation. 
“If I practiced true philosophy, as Socrates meant it, I should change my ugly soul into a fair 
one.”91 She sets her face on the mission that with “the gods helping me, I would do. I would set 
about it at once.”92 Thus she sets out on the journey where her ugliness of rational soul and body 
are to be transformed by becoming a partaker of the divine nature. Orual’s pilgrimage begins 
when she comes to the end of herself and the futility of her rationalism. She “resolved to go on a 
progress and travel in other lands.”93 It was on this route that she encountered the bare truth of 
Psyche again and began to become barefaced in light of her story coming to a close. 
In her early life before she was Queen, she encountered Psyche and her story of theosis 
with the god. To that miracle, she responds that if it is true, everything changes. If God can 
change mortal beings into divine beings, “I’ve been wrong all my life. Everything has to be 
begun over again.”94 At this point she begs Psyche to reveal the palace to her, but she has not the 
eyes to see it. She must develop these through having herself completely exposed bareface, 
naked, and baring her soul before the gods in complaint. When they hear her, she is rendered 
empty before them. But the Fox stands up for her defense, denouncing the rationalism that he 
said had ruined her. Then he carries her through the story of Psyche’s labors and how she 
suffered in the body alongside Psyche. He then leads her to follow Psyche’s story and see how 




90 TWHF, 282. 
91 TWHF, 282. 
92 TWHF, 282. She is reminded of a memory in which she “had tried to mend the ugliness of [her] body 
with new devices” of beauty and thinks she can try that with soul. That she has ugliness of her soul and body hers is 
striking. 
93 TWHF, 239. 
94 TWHF, 115. 
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vision of God. She is made beautiful and full of life and love in the end as she is brought into 
union with her Creator and Lord. 
The voice calls out her again, ‘“You also are Psyche,” and she drops from the final dream 
to finally die to her earthly self.95 Her final wish was that she would have “learned to love” and 
taught “to love.”96 She now only wills to love because she has become Love. She finally knows, 
Lord why you utter no answer. You are yourself the answer. Before your face questions 
die away. What other answer would suffice? Only words, words; to be led out to battle 
against other words. 
 
She dies lamenting her sin, hating, fearing, and loathing the Lord through her idols of the gods. 
In the end she is given the gift of being transposed into the heavenly light. Orual becomes a true 




Why He Utters No Answer 
 
Lewis wrote TWHF in 1956 a time of Christendom declining and falling into both pagan 
spiritualism and pagan rationalism. During his own youth, Lewis wrestled with the contrary 
claims of paganism and materialism.97 Because of the way that he came to the faith, Lewis firmly 
believed in the prefiguring of Christianity in other religions and myths.98 His creative works 
were a mission to show the foreshadowing and fulfillment in his adult science fiction, children’s 
fairy tales, and finally this grand “myth retold” that he considered his best novel. In Till We Have 
 
 
95 TWHF, 308. “I looked up then, and it’s strange that I dared. But I saw no god, no pillared court. I was in 
the palace gardens, my foolish book in my hand. The vision to the eye had, I think faded one moment before the 
oracle to the ear. For the words were still sounding.” She goes on, “They found me lying on the grass, and I had no 
speech for many hours. The old body will not stand many more such seeings; perhaps (but who can tell?) the soul 
will not need them.” 
96 TWHF, 309. 
97 See fn. 38 from Lewis’s Surprised by Joy. 
98 Lewis, C.S., “Myth Became Fact.” And in Miracles, 218. 
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Faces these of pagan spiritualism and rationalism converge and produce a beautiful divine union 
in Orual and Psyche. In the novel, hylomorphism of body-soul and the theosis of this unitive 
human nature into the divine nature show up as the critique, synthesis, and perfection of the 
warring ideologies of pagan spiritualism and rationalism. In the narrative arc of the kingdoms, 
goddesses and cults, and stages of Orual’s life, pagan antiquity progresses from encounters with 
religious spiritualism to philosophical rationalism. But this progress is unachievable without 
divine revelation. For without revelation, the philosophical rationalism and older pagan 
spiritualism are merely an argument without a conclusion. His face is the answer. 
The work that this novel (and this paper) is really meant to do is to enact change in us. 
We are not just to read and try to comprehend some more things about God or about ourselves. 
Understanding what human nature and divine nature are and how God relates to us is really only 
knowledge of what is the case. We must progress from this acquisitional and propositional 
knowledge to personal knowledge of who and how God makes us God through relationship with 
God. The primary way that the people of God shape their relationship with God is through 
prayer. Pray this following prayer for example: 
Eternal Father, loving God, 
Who made us from the dust of earth, 
Transform us by the Spirit’s grace, 
Give value to our little worth. 
 
Prepare us for that day of days 
When Christ from heaven will come with might 
To call us out of dust again, 
Our bodies glorified in light. 
 
O Godhead, here untouched, unseen, 
All things created bear your trace; 
The seed of glory sown in man 
Will flower when we see your face. 
Stanbrook Abbey Hymnal 
30  
 
This prayer reminds us of our humble nature, made of clay. It reminds us of God shaping 
us, molding us into his image from the “dust of earth.” We are also reminded that we are of 
“little worth” and low value without the “Spirit’s grace.” Our bodies are made of the dust, 
formed from that earth he has made but also through the breath of the Holy Spirit who makes us 
spiritual as well as material creatures. The prayer calls for us to imagine and remember the 
promise given to us by our Lord: that he shall come again in glory to raise us up to life in him. 
This reunion of our souls with our bodies and these ensouled resurrection bodies with God is the 
consummation of the promise. We shall truly know what hylomorphism and theosis mean only 
then when our ensouled bodies are glorified. For we know now what we are, but we know not 
what we may be. We do know that when we see his face, we shall be like Him.99 This prayer 
reminds us that we shall be like Him, flowering when we see the vine, blooming when we gaze 
at the root, transfiguring into His image and likeness, His very divine nature as we become 
partakers of Him. When we pray, we remember who we are and who we are promised to be in 
God. We speak to God face to face as a beloved with a lover and as a child with our Father. We 
must remember to pray so that we can really come to know what his divine promises of Godhood 
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